ONE, oppose any and all efforts to increase the marginal income tax rate for individuals and business; and TWO, oppose any net reduction or elimination of deductions and credits, unless matched dollar for dollar by further reducing tax rates."
What we might call the "anti-establishment" right wing now defines American Instances of the anti-establishment right's rigid, sometimes bewildering, positions are now legion. In debates involving matters of science, anti-establishment conservatism for example consistently ignores the overwhelming consensus among climatologists that human activity and industry are largely responsible for the perilous warming of the planet. Many conservatives of this tendency still hold out against Darwin's theory of evolution in favor of "creation science," and make every effort to get at least equal billing for creationism or intelligent design in high school biology class. In foreign policy, antiestablishment conservatism pressed relentlessly for the invasion of Iraq without proper regard to contrary evidence as to the existence of Saddam Hussein's alleged weapons of mass destruction. The George W. Bush administration, epitomizing anti-establishment conservatism in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks of September 11 th 2001, insisted on the direct link between Saddam Hussein and al-Qaeda long after the claim had been refuted. By many credible accounts, the administration cooked highly equivocal intelligence to appear substantive and conclusive. It engaged in tortured legal logic to find that torture was not torture. And it fixed facts to support preconceived policy determinations in areas of particular interest to business and religious constituencies.
Indeed, the administration effectively turned over certain government agencies or departments to select religious groups.
In our current moment, Congressional Republicans engage in an unbending, mantralike advocacy of tax cuts and deficit reduction in the face of any and all economic conditions -showing that they do not have a real economic policy, but rather a canonical system of political beliefs. As became evident in the fraught congressional brawl over raising the federal debt ceiling in the summer of 2011, the Republican agenda revealed itself as a weird cross between duplicity and self-delusion, with demands for severe deficit reduction and balanced budgets after recent Republican presidents ran up, without objection, enormous budget deficits. Tea Party supporters insist that President Barack
Obama is not an American citizen and is secretly a member of the Muslim faith. In their view the President is intent on ruining America through his "socialist" policies. They exclaim with urgent fury, "Keep the government out of my Medicare!" apparently not comprehending that Medicare is a program of the US Government. What is going on here? What is anti-establishment conservatism and where did it come from? Why is it so dogmatic and sometimes even at odds with empirical reality?
And how has it triumphed -at least in terms of capturing the Republican Party if not the political climate as a whole?
Conservatism embodies a venerable, coherent set of values rooted in a theory of individual freedom and property and of limiting the power of the state. Of fundamental concern is the power of the centralized state and its threat to liberty and property. The aide said that guys like me were 'in what we call the reality-based community,' which he defined as people who 'believe that solutions emerge from your judicious study of discernible reality.' I nodded and murmured something about enlightenment principles and empiricism. He cut me off. 'That's not the way the world really works anymore,' he continued. 'We're an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality. And while you're studying that reality -judiciously, as you will -we'll act again, creating other new realities, which you can study too, and that's how things will sort out. We're history's actors . . . and you, all of you, will be left to just study what we do.
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Although in recent decades the right has attacked liberals and liberalism for their supposed relativism and lack of a clear moral center, Rove's comments in fact betray the right's affinity with the worldview -these days laid at the door of postmodernism -that reality and truth are not fixed. Rather, politics is the power to define reality, to make truth.
The anti-establishment right thus reveals itself to be a complicated mix of conservative principle, fundamentalism, and truth-creating voluntarism, engaged in a radical effort to overturn settled law and institutions. McCarthyism and Goldwaterism were, in Hofstadter's analysis, deeply distressed by the pace and direction of postwar social change, and judged their group position in American society to be under grave threat. They were convinced that "America has been largely taken away from them and their kind, though they are determined to try to repossess it and to prevent the final destructive act of subversion." 7 Behind these convictions, Hofstadter submitted, was the powerful phenomenon of "status anxiety," the psychological sense of loss of rank and place, of an intense feeling of victimhood, and the need to find and punish those responsible for the loss of status. The result was a curiously crude and almost superstitious form of anti-communism, which discovered in elites (even Republican presidents!) men of wholly evil intent who conspired against the public good, and found in the modest American welfare state alarming economic policies that posed an existential danger to the fabric of free society. In the paranoid style, as I conceive it, the feeling of persecution is central, and it is indeed systematized in grandiose theories of conspiracy. But there is a vital difference between the paranoid spokesman in politics and the clinical paranoiac: although they both tend to be overheated, oversuspicious, overaggressive, grandiose, and apocalyptic in expression, the clinical paranoid sees the hostile and conspiratorial world in which he feels himself to be living as directed specifically against him; whereas the spokesman of the paranoid style finds it directed against a nation, a culture, a way of life whose fate affects not himself along but millions of others. Insofar as he does not usually see himself singled out as the individual victim of a personal conspiracy, he is somewhat more rational and much more disinterested. His sense that his political passions are unselfish and patriotic, in fact, goes far to intensify his feeling of righteousness and his moral indignation. Neoconservatism was neither an electoral constituency nor a grassroots movement.
Rather it was an influential intellectual inclination that began with a trenchant critique of government overreach and the unintended consequences of public policy. Although in general supportive of the New Deal, neoconservatives turned to the right because they believed the federal government by the late 1960s was guilty of engaging in social engineering. At the root of government overreach, epitomized in their view by the antipoverty Great Society programs of Lyndon Johnson's presidential administration, was a "New Class" of unproductive liberal public sector professional elites whose ill-advised and costly endeavors to re-make social behavior served to fortify their own position and power. The New Class' will-to-power came largely at the expense of virtuous producers, that is, at the expense of those honorable members of society, including businessmen, who actually produced value and added to the real wealth of the nation. By implication, the New Class did not add value; indeed, its members were parasitic on those who did.
Neoconservative New Class analysis represented a right wing turn in the anti-elitist politics historically identified with American populism.
Distinct movements, the Christian right and neoconservatism discovered they shared intellectual affinities and moral convictions. The neoconservatives' New Class analysis in many respects mirrored the Christian right's analysis of secular humanism. Both groups had come to believe that big government was to blame for the nation's ills and was imperiling private enterprise, which, of course, also served to align them with certain business interests. The Christian right and neoconservatism both also held that the United States was faltering in its leadership of the free world. They shared an appreciation of religion as providing the moral and cultural foundations for a wobbly, even endangered, liberal democracy. As leaders of the two groups began to interact, they increasingly came to share material networks and resources as well as ideas. Business was implored to help spread the ideas, and business responded generously. The same foundations and corporations and wealthy CEOs began funding neoconservative and religious initiatives, think tanks, advocacy organizations, symposia, and publications;
Christian right and neoconservative leaders began attending the same conferences; their writings appeared in each other's newsletters and journals. unknown cost (officially $750 billion but estimated at far higher -well beyond $3 trillion when long-term medical costs and replacement costs of troop and equipment are factored in), and the internal displacement of 2.7 million Iraqis and exile of another two million.
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The war siphoned off money, manpower, and attention from the military engagement in 
